in management, preferably in the evenings or off site so that interruptions are minimised, are useful to work out tactics and strategy and are usually educational. There is no body of knowledge, such as is required for a medical qualification, that has to be gained by a clinician for management; thankfully, too, there are no exams worth taking, and we should restrict their creation.
Conclusion
This is a critical time for the NHS. There are forces pressing for changes either to create more bureaucratic and political control or to move to a market dominated system that is provided privately though subsidised publicly. I favour neither of these options, but I think that the service needs to be managed more competently. It is in the interests of patients as well as doctors that clinicians should participate in the management of their hospitals. A team approach that uses the skills of other professionals and shares the responsibility for management with other clinical colleagues by decentralisation offers the opportunity for clinicans to be managers without making it impossible for them to pursue clinical or academic practice. The NHS needs more money and a greater share of the national revenue. We are more likely to obtain this if we can show clinical efficiency and effectiveness and maintain the support of the public by providing a more personal and convenient service.-Management is too important to be left to others; doctors must play a part.
As chairman of the Press Council for five years up to October 1988 I have had a special and continuing concern with matters that bear on the responsibility of the press. The Press Council came into being in 1953, after a recommendation four years earlier of the first royal commission on the press. That commission was set up because of expressions of parliamentary concern at the growth of concentration in the control of the press, as well as at press standards. It recommended the establishment of a council to take appropriate action "to safeguard the freedom of the press to encourage the growth of the sense of public responsibility and public service among all engaged in the profession of journalism."
The two subsequent royal commissions on the press, in 1962 and in 1977, both examined the Press Council and its workings and made criticisms and recommendations for its more effective operation. These recommendations, together with proposals made by the Younger committee on privacy in 1972, have largely been adopted by the council, which operates as a non-governmental, non-coercive body without any legislative backing and is financed voluntarily by the press. Its contemporary constitution gives expression to obligations to preserve the freedom of the British press, to maintain its character in accordance with the highest professional and commercial standards, to consider complaints about the conduct of the press or the conduct of others towards it, and to deal with complaints in a practical and suitable manner. It is required to review developments likely to restrict the supply ofinformation ofpublic interest and importance and to report publicly on developments towards greater concentration on monopoly in the press.
Freedom and responsibility
The Press Council has acted to discharge all these obligations, but in practical terms it has been principally concerned with issues that bear on press responsibility, with the maintenance of standards, and in particular with the adjudication of complaints about press conduct. It does so within a framework of purposes concerned with both the freedom and the responsibility of the press. It has been asked whether the notions of freedom and responsibility are not in tension, so that there is incompatibility in the discharge of functions pulling in opposite directions. I believe not: it is well said that a powerful consideration in constituting the Press Council was to raise the general standards of performance in exercising the freedom that the law allows to the press by constant insistence on high ethical principles and, by doing so, to preserve public regard for that freedom for the sake of the press and ultimately for the sake of the people.
The council has operated in an atmosphere in which issues touching the press and the media more generally have been a matter of continuing public concern. That is evidenced by the setting up of no fewer than three royal commissions on the press since 1947 and by the constitution by the government of committees concerned with privacy, defamation, contempt of court, and official secrets, all of which have dealt with press responsibility. As well as press and media issues, the role and performance of the Press Council itself have been a matter of continuing public discussion. In the past year or so general and particular issues have been debated in both houses of parliament. In the House of Lords we have the testimony of men such as Lord Deedes, a former editor of the Daily Telegraph, that the standing of the national press is "at a very low ebbperhaps the lowest I have known in about half a century of journalism." In 1988 private members' bills proposing statutory protection for privacy and "right of reply" legislation were introduced with substantial support; and these initiatives will be renewed in further bills this year. In all of this there is a repeated concern-expressed also by government ministers-at low press standards of responsibility, and discontent has been voiced with the performance of a Press Council that lacks coercive authority and power to impose sanctions and obligations.
In all of this I speak particularly of the press and not about other media. This is not intended to represent a judgment about the importance of print as compared with the broadcast media. I speak more particularlv of that which has been of special concern to me.
Freedom and constraint
Any consideration of press responsibility arises meaningfully only in societies that claim to support a free press; one, that is, that has shaken free of state licensing and asserts a right to make its decisions about publication, broadly free of state control and direction. In authoritarian societies it is not like this: there is only one truth proclaimed from above; newspapers are all alike and all repeat the same one truth. Yet in liberal and democratic societies no claim to freedom of the press asserts a case for a total absence of restraint.
. . to preserve thefreedom of the British press, to maintain its character in accordance with the highest professional and commercial standards, to consider complaints about the conduct ofthe press or the conduct ofothers towards it, and to deal with complaints in a practical and suitable manner.
The most recent of the royal commissions on the press says plainly that the freedom of the press cannot be absolute: "There must be boundaries to it and realistic discussion concerns where those boundaries ought to be set." That report formulates the underlying basis for press and media freedom and their limits: it is that degree of freedom from restraint which is essential to enable proprietors, editors, and journalists to advance the public interest by establishing the facts and opinions without which a democratic electorate cannot make responsible judgments. This then poses the question: what are the limits, constraints, and responsibilities that are laid on the press which it must respect to secure the benefits of that freedom which serves a legitimate social interest?
Some of these are to be found within the law. There is no special regimen for the press in English law; the time honoured formula is that that regime is to be found in the ordinary law of the land. So it has been said that "the extent to which the law should limit the freedom of the press is one upon which opinions differ widely... there is of course no right to absolute freedom of speech in the law of England; speech is free except in so far as the law restrains it," and therefore the critical question is what measure of restraint is required in the interests of the particular matter at issue, whether it concerns libel, the assurance of a fair trial unimpeded by prejudicial publicity, or whatever. In such cases the courts have balanced freedom and constraint in formulating their conclusions. How satisfactory the outcomes are is a matter for controversy. In a speech in 1974 the English editor, Harold Evans, spoke of "the half free press," dwelling particularly on restraints imposed on the courts in the interest of fair trial. Under his leadership the Sunday Times had waged a historic battle against the restriction of publication of material relating to the drug thalidomide. In 1988 Donald Trelford, editor of the Observer, went further in speaking of a press "less than halff'ree. "
He was particularly concerned with state secrecy and the uses of official secrets legislation and, as well, with the absence of legislation assuring freedom of access to official information. While he was critical of the excesses of some elements of the press, which he described as a "blot on our profession," he claimed that formidable and unreasonable barriers were placed in the way of a press that saw its historic responsibility as being to maintain its independence from the government and to keep an ever watchful eye on official action.
Both Evans and Trelford contrasted the position in England with that in the United States, where the Bill of Rights (which has no place in the United Kingdom) in "broad and majestic" language declares unequivocally that "Congress shall make no law ... abridging the freedom of speech or of the press." Given that such unqualified words must have some limits-national security is a case in point-clearly American law and American courts draw the lines and the balance differently and American law imposes far fewer restraints on the press in aspects such as libel and comment on pending cases, however strident the effort to arouse public pressure to influence the outcome. Again, it has been ruled that "right of reply" legislation is inconsistent with the American constitutional mandate of free speech and press. So it is that outcomes differ substantially in two modern societies that share a broadly similar legal tradition and certainly share liberal democratic values. When a judge reared in the British tradition says, after a review of the outcomes in these two systems, that the English press is not worse off than its United States counterpart, though this does not mean that it is as free, he gives expression to complex value differences in two open societies.
It is said, however, that in our day the greatest danger is not that ideas will be suppressed by the government but that they will be stifled because they are not approved of by the managers of the press. As early as 1947 the first royal commission on the press owed its existence, in important part, to apprehensions about concentration of ownership and control of newspapers. Whereas earlier newspapers and broadsheets proliferated and even the humblest printer might become a gazetteer, in our day industrial development and the rise of mass media have put an end to the proliferation of papers and viewpoints. The press has come to be concentrated in the hands of big business, so that freedom of the press comes ultimately to depend on a restricted ability to publish or be published. An American court speaks of the changes: "The result ... has been to place in a few hands the power to inform the ... people and shape public opinion. The ... first to maintain an independence from government and to cast an ever critical eye on government at all levels, to expose wherever possible, corruption, deceit, failure and official abuse; second to provide a forum for the exchange of criticism and assessment and to provide access to to a wide range of diverse ideas and opinions spanning the whole spectrum of political thought, and third to report in an accurate, timely and conspicuous manner, information about international, national, regional and local events and to interpret these events and. help place them in their political, industrial, economic and social perspective.
This pitches responsibility high; some papers may, and do, strive to honour it comprehensively; others, and in particular a popular tabloid press that in terms of circulation is highly successful, see its predominant role as being to entertain a mass readership. At the end, however, I believe that all newspapers accept the principle that there must be compliance with some basic standards of conduct.
In our system the Press Council has a responsibility for formulating the principles that should govern press conduct, and it does so by adjudications in particular complaints, which build up over time into a body of principle not unlike the rules of common law, and in some instances-as in the case of privacy-it has also formulated more general statements of principle. The role and the modus operandi of the Press Council are well stated by a sister council, that it endeavours to ensure that its adjudications reflect both the conscience of the press and the legislative expectations of the public, and it relies on every newspaper to give prominence to its decisions on complaints.
The candour and courage thus displayed cannot but enhance public regard for the freedom of the press. And this statement defines the character of the Press Council's authority. Apart from the apprehension of published criticism there are no sanctions that the council can impose. Its only authority is the moral authority which it hopes that its prononcements will carry by their intrinsic merits and by reason of its widely representative character; and its only resource is its appeal to the whole press so to cooperate with it that the freedom of the press will remain highly prized by the public as the safeguard that it is of democracy.
Inaccurate reporting
Out of the large body of adjudications and the few more general statements of principle has emerged a body of principle and rule relating to press responsibility. In the great majority of cases the recurring issue is inaccuracy in reporting. In some cases of this sort there is an overlap with the law, where the complaint is of defamatory inaccuracy. Then a complainant may choose between an action at law and a complaint to the Press Council, but for the most part a complaint of inaccuracy is of unethical, non-defamatory behaviour, not within the purview of legal remedy. Complaints of inaccuracy in some appalling cases point to total fabrication of a story; a complaint may be of failure to correct or to give opportunity for reply. Then there are complaints of unjustifiable intrusion into privacy; here again, since English law denies an action for privacy, the only redress is a Press Council adjudication. The complaint may be of the publication of offensive material, offensive in the sense that it extends beyond mere matter of taste. In a community of unsure and changing values this is often a difficult path to tread. So, too, are certain topics of social policy, of which perhaps the most difficult and disputed is the Press Council's prohibition of publication of matter that refers to race or colour that is both prejudicial and irrelevant.
Some cases relate to journalistic and press conduct that is regarded as unacceptable: the improper use of subterfuge by journalists in obtaining a story, or resort to chequebook journalism, which pays criminals and their associates for their stories-most recently developed out of the Press Council's consideration of the Sutcliffe (the Yorkshire Ripper) case. There are specific limits on the conduct of financial journalists. More generally the council has condemned the harassment of individuals by journalists and television and radio reporters.
From this, in adjudications and statements that uphold and reject complaints, the council has established a body of authority and principle that charts press responsibility and does so in accordance with the principle that the council operates in support of a free but responsible press, a formula more easily stated than applied in particular.
Criticism
Throughout its existence the Press Council has been the object of criticism and attack. Sometimes this is the expression of disappointment of someone whose complaint has not been upheld by the council, who is vehement in his denunciation of a tribunal that will not see the light and the right.
There are recurrent complaints of delay in adjudication, to which the Press Council has responded in various ways; the fault may lie, in part anyway, in the tardiness of a non-cooperative paper in responding. The third royal commission, though giving general support to the council, was critical of its performance in its report of 1977. The central criticism of the council has been that it has not been effective in securing press responsibility; that the want of coercive power through sanction to compel compliance makes it a "toothless tiger," and that a non-coercive regime cannot be adequate to the task of assuring press responsibility. Much point is made of defiance and disregard of rulings and of inadequate compliance with the requirement to give proportionate publicity to Press Council adjudications.
At the end of five years as chairman of the Press Council I have to confess to weariness and distaste for this relentless, and at times abusive, assault on it. Of course, a body charged with formulating and enforcing standards of responsibility, but entirely wanting in coercive authority to compel compliance with procedures and standards, faces formidable difficulties. At the same time the availability of coercive authority does not itself assure perfect compliance; with the full authority of the law today's judges put away thieves, violent men, and rogues, but another crop appears tomorrow and tomorrow. Moreover, there are large sections of the British press, particularly the regional and local press with roots in definable communities, in which there is a general compliance with the Press Council regime and its procedures; while adverse adjudications are vigorously resisted, because they are cared about, there is cooperation. So too, it is generally the case with substantial parts of the national press. The recurring problem is with the large circulation popular tabloids, papers which are perhaps unique in character in the English speaking world and which, skilfully edited, seek out sensation, intrude into privacy, and can point to the endorsement of massive circulations for what they publish. They are not alone, however, in their disregard for the responsibilities that the Press Council prescribes.
From time to time the government has adverted to the need for press responsibility, regretting excesses, calling for support of the regime of the Press Council, and warning that disregard for it may invite governmental intervention. Such warnings were given when I assumed the chairmanship; they were repeated recently when a minister warned that if the system failed "it could not be imagined that nothing would be put in its place." This was when the various expressions of concern to which I referred early in this lecture were mounting. Since then the use of monoclonal antibodies has had an important impact in medicine and clinical chemistry, both in vivo and in vitro. We present a clinical problem inherent in the use of monoclonal antibodies in vivo illustrated by a case history.
Methods
Immunometric assays were used to measure the following: thyroid stimulating hormone (Riagnost; Behringwerke, West Germany); carcinoembryonic antigen (Enzym-Test; Boehringer Mannheim, West Germany); prostatic acid phosphatase (PAP-EIA diagnostic kit; Abbott, North Chicago, United States); a fetoprotein (Riabead; Abbott, North Chicago); and prostate specific antigen (Tandem-PSA; Hybritech, Luik, Belgium). For these assays monoclonal antibodies are bound to a solid phase and incubated with serum samples to bind the specific antigen; "sandwiches" are formed with a second monoclonal antibody that is directed against this antigen.2 Calcitonin was measured with a non-commercial assay with polyvalent goat serum (Dr G H Hackeng, Bergweg Hospital, Rotterdam.) Scintigraphy was performed with radiolabelled anti-carcinoembryonic antigen monoclonal antibody (Imacis-1; International Cis, Saint Quentin, France). Human antibodies against mouse antibodies were detected with an enzyme linked immunosorbent assay (ELISA). After the solid phase was coated with an OKT3 mouse monoclonal antibody (Ortho Pharmaceutical Corporation, New Jersey, United States) the serum samples were added. After incubation the unbound material was removed by washing. Goat antibody labelled with alkaline phosphatase (Southern Biotechnology Associates, Alabama, United States) was added to the bound antibodies (IgG and IgM) and the results visualised at 405 nm.
Case history and discussion
In January 1988 a 61 year old man with a seven year history of tumours at various sites was admitted because of progressive growth of a tumour in his neck. He was taking replacement thyroxine, and there were clinical signs of thyrotoxicosis. The results of routine laboratory urine and blood tests were normal. Plasma
